RTB MEETING OF KAY 15, 1984

Agenda) _i“¥°#th.byiﬁiml;II-;WL”Repqrt by Suzanne; III. Discussion -
on toth reportsi IV, Finance .Report by Peter Mallory and
D;squssionr'v. Ongolng Activities; VI. G&V

' . -spoke .about one element,
very Involed and very complex, ‘that concerned the kind of male chau-
“vinism equally applicable to men and women —- the relationship to
woman as founder and the relationship: of* founder to leadership, in
‘general, It revolved about the fact that whlle women naturally accept
“"woman as leader (in that they may be different from men), it is not -
true. they make the serious distinction that is needed, to recognize
iarxist<Humanism as body of ideas, between founder and leadership in
neral as well as membership. (She may develop this more fully for
he'iConvention itself.) . - A : '




May 17, 1984

Doer Termys

I decided to write to you without walting to find free
time Just bofeyw the Convention, though I will keep my ANl
meeting with yau then, too. The point now is that it's not enly
that the preparstion for convantion is as important as the:oon-
vention itself but khat the direotion at the convention canwt
be gained only from me. Thus, the very fact that you had a good
meeting when you listenad to the WBAXI tape with four non-membsrs,
that {ou now also have Diane in Chlomgo and will have Suzanne
visiting mske clear that we should not repeat “drawing con-
clusions® o RS svent like we did during that Houston WL
Confersnos, hsomuse when you do that, you only emphasite the
impotencs o ving influgpced evente.

Hesre, for exampls, is one point I'd rather discussz before
than afters ¢he question of smelf-oriticism has never been grasped
in full when it’s after the event and concrete becomes a matter
of discusmsion rather than action,

I was glad, for example, to hear that you wers writing
something on the Bartky incident and I'm sorry that I so abbrevi-
ated my remarks in the minutes of the REB, because I do think that
what I tried to say is not only something against Bartky but some-
:hins. unfortunately, that applies to many of us, so let me say 1t

erei .

WI~MAL was. formally, establimhed in 1972, but in faot, . .
5f you.will pesember, -- and you ars the one we wanted to wim s= "
we had: aotunlly begun in 1968-69 when the Weathermen had srisen
and there were so many movements from below that the siriving for.
new, new, new got the philosophy for the new totally buried, or
what is worse, is that we epoke in so many voices the movement
sounded. 1ike -a ;tower of Babel. Bonnie, for sxample, was 30 intent
A 3 :non-mombers that I had to ask Anne $0. Wrive A
atatanant -of Jig. We Are and What We Stand For at that Confarense:
wheT¥ ¥ou were not yet a meaber and brought in that Minifests
of the Fourth Internationsl ( or what was that oslled?). Did eny-
body hother to sak herself whether these new women's supposed ssarch
for a new philesophy wasn't a very deep anti-Marxisa? Do.Jyjou . .
remenber for example that Barbara at another conference issusd a -
viclous attask on Frants Fanon because he had dared say that eince -
it was British imperialiss that was removing the veil from the women
the women mus$ 2ot follow that for they would risk being called
British stooges? |

- fhe Staliniet women, from their end, with Lemcock as thelr
ledder, -insisted that Engels was Narx and outside of a fow 1it¢le
updates Engels’. was the bible for all women today too. The
resson I keep going vack to such old stuff that has no effyok on
any of 'us now. Pl"—.'d\lo 40 the fact that the ablding mti.-lal.‘_:_.l!;.-; .
in all the"hew” has hot only persisted to this day, but they-haven & T
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aven besn ghallenged on the fact that at best, thelxr now is
Existontisliss, Olga tried to show 2 years ago to show that
what gounded like s magnificent article exposing Sartre beoane
#tuck in "tz ewm® nhilasaphy of "Other®, since they too were
Exigtentialists and appealed to Simone de Beauvoir to go% Thés
out of the mire, as if it was a question just of languagse.

Do you think it is any different if any of our youth, in want
to talk against Structuralliam nevertheless begin on that pround

What I'm drigin at is the gquestion of our body of ideans.
The seriousness of its challenge %o all, all, all -= and the
reason I say all, all, all is that 1¢t's not only all posteMarx
Marxists but non-Marxist scholars as well and those who have
discovered Marx's last decade but limit 1t to the peasantry
and reduce him to a Populist. Here comes what I gaid in relationship

to Bartkys )

The question of male chauvinism? s very, very subtle mals
chauviniem, and that not alone in man but in woman who certainly
consider themselves supsrior since they do "accept”™ wonan as
iender and im foot they ell are -- is a question of not knowing
that philosophy 1is not Ego or Gentralization or %M “Personality”
and that 1t must de proiootod nevertheless es unique, original,
;Hlnouroo which ia Subject am well. without that, the projection
w

get nowhere because it is g-gi a projection; it ls not a
challenges it cannot win .

adherents.

‘What is worse when it gonmes to women is the very thing
they are proud of -~ the greater ssnsitivity that women have when
compared to men, whether that he on the queation of"pure”emetion,
*pure” life relations, life and death, -- which they onnsider a
stumbling bloock to "objeetivity"”. “Pherefore”, it is the man whe
. . really sses, even when totally blind to the question of what used
tc be called "the woman's role." The truth, however, is == and
nowhers olearer than in Bartky -- that it is they who have put the
groatest divide between 1life and thought. Somewhere a Sou African
great writer, Nphalele, in explaining :Ia\i he returned from lush
Amerioe to the South African ghetto , 4 that unless you oen
wfeal his ", $t is impogsible to either be a great writer or
be part of history or anything but an exile, an sscapist. (And
it was he who underlined “ » and repeated the expreasion
» history®, No wonder ] BMX have felt such an affinity with

PBlacks bhefore ever I saw a Black. )

Now then, on projection -- worry, I nlwa{l have a oritisal
suggestsion to maks even when I think something is nearly perfest,
B e S B taads. ] wrurt sy epaetion Lo

U n o opnoxy . ) (]
% only conwtruotive but dialectical and nudod‘¥'0r ‘.‘ﬂ pro jestions.
“I'm referr to the faoct that, instesd of thrusting the readsr
directly a four-page analysis at one full swesp, I think i¢
would have been greatly enhancad if before starting and direotly after
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. adlerents, and of all things not ready at onoe '
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presence -3~
Eleanor's piocture, threa ques {ons were posed, each on 8 separate
1ine, such ass 1) The Chlioago MEBE of Eleanor Marx and how thin
42 Yahar and to Women'sa Liberation Today.
2) Kleanor Marx “Speaks American® and Frattices Marxiam,.

3) New Directlons for Us.

' Let me return for a minute to the question of objeotivity

and feslings and the male chauvinism in womgn, but this time with

organization . It ign't only Bartky who is ot a Marxist-Humanish,

whe saw "for the first time" what had been in RLWLKM for more than

the books' publication since the voiﬁ firct chapter (not chi:?;:LI
.

{n RLWLKM, but what was printed as firat draft chapter
o 0 and the attack on Draper. It ia very

. * things: One is the question of how long
article has baen di stributed and indeed fontured at youlkw

last pre-convention WL Conference. Did a single ons of you either
discuss it seriously in relationship to how you would project it and
wrk out all the new, sither at the sonference or the whols yeamr

after?
fwo is the very unique way in whioh I transformed Shzgia

Rowbotham's "organizing idea” when she wrote it and meant it
I ‘attacked it and meant it as just one XK more forn of vanguard
partyiem , only her type of Lenin's “professional ravolutionaries”

Were WOmen, women; wWomen. What I did by using the very samé wo
erlined was to make

Idea as the subject for organizing. I dow f our
ceught anything in that, considered it a challenge, OX conhected
anigation, Had

__hut meking organizing small and Idea caps and und.
' t g single one of our woman

{t with "revolution in permenence® as pround for org a
they done so, then I would have considered then freat projectionists
%onall and not Just

gt~-Humanist body of idess, trus ori
Bl ehout out

‘against men, ajainst "being told © ead of : .




June 2, 1984

NEY
As you must be able to guess, from the time it has taken me to begin to
try and answer your letter to me of May 17, I found it very difficult and think there
is much in it that I have yet to understand. I feel it wou be wrong of me to walt

any ‘longer to try and reply so these first few sentences 4%e to q pologize for taking
so long and to emphAsize how tentitive I am about the x€st of the Ietter.

Let me-begin by talk:.ng of the Ma REE minutes where you talk of the
'and 'women--the relationship to woman as
oundexr ?ﬂ‘}) the relatioimhip of founder to leadersh:.p. .. (W)hile women nafGFaliy
accept woman as leader,... it is not true they make the serious distinction that is
needed, to recognize Marxist-Humanism as body of ideas, between founder and leader-
ship in general as well as membership.” 1In trying to figure out what that was all
about, I thought, it has to do with the fact that us M-Hist women ’_’_J,Q_‘_';,work out
the questions posed by our founder, even (or especzalm specifically on-’
vwomen's liberation, e.g., Rosa Luxemburg 1905 Revolution/1907 break with Jogiches, " “.
or why the first draft chapter was on the EN and the relation of that to chapter 12.% ¥
In your letter to me you bring in two more thxngs that arn't only not working out
direct questions, but reflect an attitude (as does not work:.ng out questions I think)
~which..you charactorize.as male chauvinism: the way tRS Praxis article has never beem
taken up as well as your critique of Rowbotham and the new articulation of how the ;
WIM "was seaxrchi or a decentralized form of organization that would be founded
on an organizing Eea." .

: Because I do so recognize myself in this critique, I want to reject the
;1ab@© o:E "male chauvinism" even if it's 'very, very subtle." I keep thinking of the
A 'crj:ﬁique yon've developed of Engéls. Wasn't his attitude to Marx at least similax? /7 ) ':';..
- Wtfa 'm" thinking, ‘but maybe this is too personal, is that{where the male chauvinism - ':u_
‘come; PErhaps I can explain what MM
y i e T had great difficulty with
it, first of all becaus it wasn't what I" g‘gg_.,’(which means it wasn't going to i
v gp’ it: all for -me, that all I would have to do is show it to women and they would dz, ;
gﬁ’love.it and join) . 'I'hat article is a tremendously difficult, compact presentation
that: covers an: incredable amqgt of time; facts and momgents; where each' paragraph--
sometimes each sentences~is a r summwary. I didn't understand why you ’wﬁfﬁ?ﬁg_th—at
e putting it in the I _past tense because I think I'm heginning to work out.
est:ion.

n tryJ.ng to get out of all this the paragraph in’ your letter that

"where -you define thiz "very, very subtle male chauvinism" that's in

Ly the women too as'}ﬁ'-'a question of not knowing that philosophy is not Ego or Centrali-
zation or 'Persdnality' and that it must-be projected never the less as unique, ori- ,é"ﬁ'
) ginal, the source which is Subject as well. Without that, the projection will get it
nOWhere because it is not a projection; it is not a challenge; it cannot win adherents."\
I wanBtruck with your repeated use of the word ("projection." [Th your [h

‘letter to the "Revolutionary Sisters" that'’is also the word you use, set

off by dashesi1{"I would like to propose that you take advantage of the .
pre-conventlon eriod to write out a sort of balance sheet from which {]

a new. congretization--I mean n jection-- arxist-Humanism for
the WLM can flow."” I thI 1l we would at least try to work out the

questions you have posed along with developing a more serious attitude ,
to you as founder and to ourselves as Revolutionary sisters, that would ...




help our projection tremendously./

I like very much your suggestion for projection with the
Eleanor Marx article. (I want to give some credit to Eugene because
he did the lay-out and picked that beautiful blue paper, I accept the
epiticism because he showed it to me befom he ran it off so I certainly
had my chance for input.) I used those 3 questions to begin the talk
I gave at UIC on Eleanor Marx and they not only helped the audience
(small as it was) see the todayness of EM, but also helped me in de-
ciding what to add to the article for the talk. What always sort of
knocks me off my feet is when you talk of something in philosophic terms,
as you talked of "projection" in your letter, and then you do it and
it comes out appearing so "simple"--like adding 3 questions so the
reader isn't thrust "directly into a four-page analysis at one full
gweep"” and one that starts with IWD to boot. -

In your May 17 letter you state that "the direction at the
convention cannot be gained only from me." I hope that my Dear Sisters
of May 17, that crossed with yours to me, is some of what you had in
mind. I have gotten several replies just recently to that letter.
Tommie reports she is writing a review of RIWL&MPR as do Susie and
Sheila. . Susie's is to go to Women's Review of Books and Sheila's to
Women's International News Network. They also write of where they have
sent revies and Sheila gave review copies. to ?wo professors and thi;isq.-_
.0 jght actually .come through-with.a.review in.a poli. sci. journal,. .
But what just struck me in reading over their letters is that where as
each'one mentions the Praxis article, saying they liked what I wxote
about it, none of them mentions reviewing that newest of our pamphlets
{ori fori that metter any of our new pamphlets) . s

I am sorry that I won't be able

‘if;théhwijbulletin. I have yet to start writing my organizers report.

What,I will try to_do for the Convention is have a review of the Praxis
article  (we really 'will have to begin calling that;something=elseiland .
at Jeast:begin to try to work out some of the questions you have posed: .
to us:this year. ' S N




spei b et

pwejested nover the less as unique, origimal, fhs wourge whish is

L 5 .

‘a_gert af balance cheet

ind of sale ¢

v } sus involved philoeophically in the form

June 6. 198“
Deaxr Terry:

The thind nareswanh af wvour lattar 2
pressed me that I was simply going to retype it
a8 "my” contribution to the WL dulletin., B I degided that
would be & cop~out, too. S0 let me explain what I saw in it,
£irst by quot what I consicder the key part of €hat paragraph
¢nd pard of the next so that all can soe what you say end then 1
will oxplain what I think is of the sesence. You take lssue with
x.upunion on "malechauvinism” but coyrectly state: ¥ Vhere

sale chauvinism ocomes in is Yoth in attitude %o founder and to

sursslves. Porhmps I can explaih what I mean by ta personally
about the Praxis srticle. I had great difficulty with 1t, flrgt

£ all beoguse it wamn't what I expocted (which means it wasn't golrg

.40 1% all for me, that is, all I would have ¢t¢ do is show 1t to
wonen and would live it and join). That erticle is a treaend-
ously ¢ifficult, compact presentation that covers an intredidle
ssiownts of time, Zects snd movements; whore eéach varagraph «-
sonstines cach sentence -~ 1o a cumary, I didn’t understand why
you wrots 1t in that form. (I's putting it in the Enti‘-nn be~
cewse X think I'm begimning o work out that question.) *

You then guets ny definition of a“vory, very subtls
sxle dhouviniss™ ag 2 * ‘a quection of not Xnowing that philseophy
is ot Bzo or Centrslisation or Personality and that it must be

@

$ES BE Wile fi"lt‘ﬁﬁ Wity e FEUJevsasn W _ e
s ﬂ*l roaocmm. 1t is not a challenge) it eannet win &é~
%8.’ I wan strusk with your repreated uscef the word °pro-

Sestien®. In your letter te the 'Revolutionary Sisters® that ia -

alee the word you uss, sst off By dashess °I would like %0 rEopone &K

you Sake ndvantage of ths nvention pericd to write out
' mnﬁgehamnmﬂunm- I mean

of Karxzist-Hhumanisn for the WIM can flow.’ I

‘would at least Sy to work out the questions you have
sped along wi ing & mcre serious attl to you as
Seunder 4o surselves ss Revolutionary Sisters, that would helyp
owr pre jeotion tresendously.” -
You have put your finges t on the spot when you

IPRiE wore “and not only $he
A %a e 12 it I;l neant”fop" ﬁ“m
¢ feol it was so, that onded the .

=.
g
:

' suwr outreash instead of trying ¥ .
*ha' :I.;.‘Mztﬁ:: m % mto write? And'more
an ‘& "very, very. subile"
ﬂﬁh"ﬁ?ﬂulﬁ; ow women? Hare is the p;hq"h go |
| Rever entered the Karxigt-luwmanien women®s minds beeause:
love" me. And they used that M!nfnmt to mebe fnte. . .
which I expressed,

r
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not syself, but tho philosophy at stake. It certainly would never
have dewned upon thea, had I been Han, %o use the word “love“,
On the contrary, they would have taken for granted that "hn«uMB"o

e "ﬁiﬁﬁ.—"m'iﬁ AR LGB e had mothing o & wath Levs S0 Faevmer
or not man‘s writings was writssn ?or them. Rather, they

wvould have known it was written for the world, for the new stage of
cognition, su well as for the new stage of releasing the nasses %0
move forward and then thay would have dug, dug, dug until mx
roached the epot ~- and that with great patisnce and rot ha iontiy
looking for sn immediate mnswer. The challenge for thea keoy
diving until they found the single diglsctic for voth the objeetive
and the subjective would elmo not have kopt them from F'ajn 4
the"great thought*that they themsslves had not yet fully opx.
%t navertheless MINX confident that someone, (rrecisely because
we are not an elitist organization and oreate all that srace for
RV's for thoss who are not Aembers) would grasp i,

1 this and diving allowing others ¢the
“outaide” ) olm‘%him-mﬁ == that is, mtkl:g
out the thought that the lesder projectsd -~ would have had thea
stretoh and stretch until they reached that height. Instead
the Nal~¥l women jJust let it go, without any reorganisation e}
thenseives, without oconcern or even quastioning whether they sheuld
be eonssrned that the attitude to"the Man” was different. fron whal
-$¢ wan to the womnn founder.
S S The worst thing of all this is thet they thendvelves
o ihimefeme di4 not hacome challangers to all other neies, UM
. 1sms realising that it ws not a question of ““his”™ oF “he¥" o
L thinking , ln“ lon

only sne, Satelly
e

;ﬁmmuaa- “ gnd that only the révol e
. yevenl, and that revel will be suoesssful only whon 40 united
. ‘with B thecry that has reaohed the point of philomophy.
o what 1°n he for now is that though you haven'$ v

8 € A outm _cﬁ:?,you-m;"h“;t your %l,:?ilﬂ o

O ot Sipariting 1% frem the m;-"ﬁm repare e 48

" new elkoges B the dinlectios of the PYLu av now GHME
and NAIHialon Povies -

Yours,
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